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Erratwn, — Page 7. The words in a parenthesis, which form the lifth 
line, should have been inserted immediately after the word king, in 
the preceding line. 






REPLY 

TO THE AUTHOR OF "A REVIEW OF TWO ENQUIRIES 
INTO THE GROUNDS ON WHICH THE PROPHETIC PERIOD 
OF DANIEL AND ST. JOHN HAS BEEN SUPPOSED TO CON- 
SIST OF 1260 YEARS," in No. III. of the MORNING WATCH, 
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Page 509. 



Sir, 

In your Review of the Pamphlets which I 
have lately published, on the Prophetic Period of 
1230 days, there are some mis-statements so 
gross, that I should do injustice to the cause 
which I am attempting to advocate, were I to al* 
low them to pass unnoticed. 

Before I proceed to them, however, 1 will 
notice what you have said respecting Mr. Ir- 
ving's statement, in his preface to the work of 
Lacunza. — ^^ If you will intei^M^et the periods li- 
"terally, you may as well interpret the other 
" parts literally." To this I replied, that I do 
interpret the other parts as literally as I inter- 
pret the days ; and that, as far as I know, Mr. 
Irving, and all other commentators, do interpret 
the beasts as literally as I interpret the days — 
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that is to say, they understood the word " goat" to 
mean a literal g'oat, and nothing else. Whether 
the goat thus literally named was a symhol or not, 
has nothing to do with the question. In all in- 
terpretations which I have seen, the woi-d goat 
stands tor goal, and is never supposed to express 
that which is meant by tlie word king ; and the 
words goat and king are interpreted as literally 
as if one were not the symbol of the other. In 
like manner, I contend that the word dag means 
day ; and that in order to maintain consistency, 
these commentators ought so to understand it. 
If indeed they can shew that the 12t)0 days were 
literal dags, symbolical of some other things, 
which are not literal days (as the literal beasts 
were fiyniholical of some other things which were 
not literal beasts), this will help their general ar- 
gument; but even this will not authorize their 
translating the word day, by the word signifying 
that thing which they suppose the literal day 
spoken of, to symbolize, any more than they now 
feel authorized to substitute the word king for the 
word goat. 

In fact, the matter depends on the sense in 
which we use the word " interpret." If we use 
it (as I think it must be obvious that I did) to 
express the giving n meaning towards, then, un- 
doubtedly, commentators do interpret the beasts, 
and ail that is said about them, IHerally — they do 
not consider the word goat zi>. figurative, or inter- 



pret it here as they would in the twenty-fifth 
chapter of St. Matthew, where our Lord speaks 
of placing the goats on his left haud. They can- 
not substitute the word king for the word goat 
(which is the name of the thin^ symbolized), 
without falsifying- the meaning of the prophet ; 
but they might substitute the word wicked, for 
the word goat, in our Lord's discourse, without 
falsifying his meaning ; and they insist on doing 
the same in this case — that is, they substitute the 
word year for the word day, or while they take 
the word goal as literal, tliey assume that the 
word day i?, figurative. 

If by the word " interpret" you chuse to un- 
derstand the fitting of symbols with the things 
which they symbolized, it is obvious that any 
argument raised on this ground must, in the pre- 
sent case, be merely begging the question. You 
must jtrove that the 1260 days were symbols, be- 
fore you can thus interpret them at all — that is, 
you nmst prove that the 1200 days were literal 
days symbolizing some other things, which were 
not literal days ; and I do uot know of any inter- 
preter who pretends that this is the case. They 
"interpret" the beasts (according to your use of 
the word " interpret") by shewing what the things 
were which they symlioli/cd ; but without pre- 
tending to any such interpretation of the days, 
they assume at once that the word day is figura- 
tive, and substitute the word gear. 



I am sorry, Sir, that you slioiild de»<.:eiici d 
such criticism as to expend half a page, and six 
notes of admiration, on what yon call my " care- 
lessness" by which "the words of the ang-el are 
imputed to Daniel," I really do not see that it 
makes any material difference to the argument, 
whether the words were uttered by Daniel, or by 
that" Saint" whom (though you are pleased to 
decide that he was an " angel" and "mysterious") 
you also call " the Reveakr of secrets ;" and 
whose language might therefore be expected to 
be at least as intelligible as tliat of the prophet. 
I know not how far it may be permitted, by the 
niies of modern criticism, to speak of the words 
of Scripture, as the words of the Author by whose 
name that book is called in which they stand ; 
but I know that it was done by those whom I 
presume you did not intend to include in your 
witty censure.* As, however, in your trium- 
phant drollery, you have quite slipped away from 
the argument, I will repeat it in a form which 
does not admit of the same evasion. I will put 



• "Now Ihal the dead are raised, even Moses shewed 
at the hush, when he called the Lord, the God of Abni- 
ham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob." Luke, 
XX. 37. 

" First, Moses saith, I will provoke jou to j^ouay 
by them that are no people, and by u foolish nation I will 
anger yon; hut Esaias h very bold and &>ttTH, I was Tonud 
of them that sought me not.' Rom. x. 13, 20. 



iSK. John instead of Daniel, leopard instead of 
goat, and month instead oiday, and (mtitatis mu- 
tandis) I will say, as 1 said before, "Let it only 
" be admitted (and I cannot conceive why it 
" shonid not) that by the word month he means 
" month, as much as by leopard he means Uo- 
" pard, and all farther argument on my part 
" would be unnecessary."* 

The idea of Peter's " eating the Gentiles" 
is particularly humourous; but it happens unfor- 
tunately for you, that Peter did take the words 
accompanying that emblematical vision, literally. 
You perhaps would have seen farther into the 
matter than he did, when he answered in simpli- 
city, " Not so, Lord, for I have never eaten any- 
" thing that is common or unclean." 

To proceed however to what is more im^wr- 
tant. Your charge against me with regard to 
the prophecy of the seventy weeks is of so weighty 
a nature, and contains so much that is erroneous, 
that I feel it necessary to answer it; and though 
it has but little to do with tlie ailment, yet as 
it is to clear myself from a flat charge of blas- 
phemy, I trust that no christian reader, into 
whose hands these pages may fall, will grudge 
me the time, or trouble, of reading a few words 
in reply. 



* See Rev. xiii. 2, £. The beasl which I saw was like 

a leopard and power was pi veil (o him lo continue 

forlv and two moiithe. 



^ 




10 

You Wgin with a garbled extract from my 
First Enquiry, in which, by withdrawing certain 
words, you make it appear as if I had said that 
which I did not say. You thus quote mv words : 
" The seventy weeks, which I do not deny lo 
" have been proved by the event to be weeks of 

"years" "yet it seems to me we cannot 

" possibly assume this; and I have considerable 
" doubt wliether any person, ignorant of the fulfil- 
" ment of the prophecy, and conversant with the 
" Hebrew Bible only, would take it for granted 
" that the prophet was speaking of weeks of 
" days." 

To be sure, as it here stands, the passage is 
mere nonsense ; and any reader would conclude 
the word " days," at the end of it, to be a misprint 
for "years." The general impression, however, 
which it must leave on his mind is, that the" tliis" 
whicli I say " we cannot possibly" (by the way, I 
said properly) " assume," is that the seventy weeks 
were weeks of years. This I never said, or 
thought of saying, in the passage which stands 
thus on the page from which you profess to quote 
it. 

" The former of these passages is that re- 
" tipectiug the 70 weeks, which 1 do uot deny to 
" have been proved by the event, to be ' weeks of 
" years.' To be sure the proposition itself,* taken 

• That is " that the same mode of compulalioii whioh 
Li ueeil |iy an niitbor in one passagf of hia wiiling-^, vill 
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" strictly, would exclude this case ; for the period 
" in question, though it stands in the Scripture in 
" terms of daySf months^ and yearsy is not calcu- 
" lated by weeks. Waiving, however, this consi- 
" deration, the argument obviously rests on the 
" assumption, that the * seventy sevens' spoken of 
" by Daniel, would plainly and unequivocally 
" signify * sevens of days^ if taken literally. Yet 
" it seems to me that we cannot properly assume 
" this ; and I have considerable doubt," &c. 

You proceed, however, 

" And, after some qnotations, p. 7, * Taking these 
" circumstances into consideration, I submit that we should 
** not naturally expect a Hebrew writer to express a period 
'< of four hundred and ninety days by seventy weeks, and 
^^ should consider it as somewhat singular if he had done 
<' so/ This seems to us one of the strongest instances of 
" pertinacious adherence to theory that we have ever met 
^' with. Mr. Maitland confesses that the fulfilment of this 
** prophecy is the very reverse of what his theory require's, 
^* and yet maintains his theory to be good ! And so far 
^^ from abandoning his theory when thus falsified, Mr. 
<< Maitland maintains that the prophecy ought to have been 
'^ differently expressed, . and that it is ' somewhat singalar"* 
" in its present form ! Were we not convinced that Mr. 
^^ Maitland is a pious, well-meaning man, this passage 
" would call forth our severest reprehension : for what is 
" it but saying, that a prophecy dictated by the Holy Spirit, 

be used by him in all others ;" which Mr. Faber says, " we 
may venture to assume^ ^ with certain limitations against 
which I am arguing. 



*"* 
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"and to wliicb, by Mr. MHitlnnd's own confessiun, tbe 
" Holy Spirit has set his seal in Ibe fulfilment, ought, in 
" the opinion of a poor fallible man, to have been eitiier 
" differently expressed or differently accomplished ? And 
" it is ft clergyman of our own church who has had the 
" hardihood to give utterance to such a sentiment! — But 
" we forbear, being persuaded that Mr. M. did not per- 
" ceive the awful conclusions to whieh his mode of con* 
" ductiug the argument necessarily leads." 

I am not such a novice as to think of calling 
upon a Reviewer to substantiate any charges 
which he may be pleased to make; but I feel it 
necessary to say, that this passage contains three 
statements which are absolutely and entirely 
groundless. 

1. I never confessed "that the fulfilment of 
" this prophecy is the very reverse of what my 
" theory requireH." 

2. I never maintained that the prophecy 
"ought to have been differently expressed." 

3. I never said "that it is ' somewhat sin- 
" giilar' in its present form." 

My " theory," as you are pleased to call it, 
is simply, that wlien days are spoken of, days are 
meant ; and my answer to the argument, which 
the prophecy of the seventy weeks has been sup- 
posed to furnish in opposition to my " theory," 
was briefly this — that the Hebrews do not ap- 
pear, so far as we can judge from the custom of 
the inspired writers, to have been in the habit of 
measuring periods of time by weeks — that when 



I 
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tbey had occasion to .speak of weeks (or * sevens 
of (lays') they usually (almost without exception) 
added the word " days" — that, taking these cir- 
cumstances into consideration, and looking only 
to the language of a prophecy which speaks of 
"seventy sevens," we could not "properly as- 
sume" that the " sevens" thus mentioned abso- 
hitely, must necessarily be " sevens" of dat/s ; and 
tliat if it had turned out that a Hebrew writer had 
spoken of 490 days as " seventy sevens" we 
should consider his mode of expression as 'some- 
what singular' — that, as we could not " properly 
assume," from the language of tlie prophecy, that 
the " sevens" must be sevens of days, they might 
be " sevens" of some other period — that, the pro- 
bability that the "sevens" were not "sevens" of 
days was increased, and a further probability was 
raised that they were "sevens" oi years, by the 
fact that the word "sevens" (used absolutely and 
precisely as it is in the prophecy where our trans- 
lation has " weeks") was commonly used by the 
Misnic writers to signify the period between one 
sabbatical year and another. 

I repeat, therefore, that your charges are 
groundless ; but I feel bound to add my belief, 
that you were led into these errors by a complete 
misunderstanding of what I had said on the sub- 
ject. 

You go on to say " He rests the chief strength 
" of his argument on the supposed novelty of 





" interpreting' days as yeai-s." Siirtly, Sir, this 
must be a mistake, or something' worse. If you 
had read tlie pamphlets which you profess not 
only to review, hut to refute, you must have heen 
aware that, while the greater pnrt of them is em- 
ployed iu answering the arguments of those who 
maintain the mystical interpretation, I have de- 
voted only sixty pages to the statement of six 
arguments, which appear to me to furnish direct 
evidence against that interpretation. One of 
these arguments is indeed grounded on the fact, 
that the mystical interpretation was unknown 
before the twelftli century ; and, (exclusive of a 
note consisting chiefly of an extract from Wal- 
ter Brute's declaration) occupies little more than 
one page ; and perhaps, among more than 2.50 
other pages, enough might be found, in passing 
allusions, to fill one page more. 

It is really singular that in your refutation 
of ray "hypothesis," this is the only one of those 
six arguments to which, as far as I can see, you 
make any allusion whatever. I will, therefore, 
take leave just to mention the other five to those 
of your readers who know my pamphlets only by 
your account ; and I am the more inclined to do 
this, because it seems impossible that you should 
not have seen them ; and the whole style of your 
review convinces me, that if you had thought 
them particularly weak or foolish, they would not 
have been altogether unnoticed. Yon and I, 
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however, may be mistaken in supposing that there 
would be any difficulty in answering them ; and 
therefore 1 should be glad of the opinion of an 
impartial reader, especially if he will refer to the 
arguments themselves.* 

!• There is, as far as I know, no passage in 
the Scriptures, or in any other writing, where the 
word day is figuratively put for year — or where 
a year is denoted by the word day. 

2. When those who maintain the doctrine 
of the 1260 years have assumed that there is such 
a period, they cannot make any thing of it in 
which they can agree among themselves. They 
difier as to what kind of years are meant — as to 
the time when the period began, even by whole 
centuries — and consequently they disagree as to 
the facts by which the prophecies supposed to have 
been fulfilled, during the period, have been ac- 
complished. 

3. The want of conviction, which exists in 
the Christian church, as to the truth of any one of 
these contradictory systems of interpretation — so 
that in fact no one has obtained general credit ; 
or, as far as I have been able to learn, the hearty 
belief of any but its author. Each writer calls 
upon the world to disbelieve the rest ; they do so, 
and impartially believe none. 

4. The absence of appeal to the supposed 

* Sec. Enq. p. 76. 



fulfilments of prophecy during the 1260 years, in 
controversy with infidels. 

5. The difficulties which mnst he got over 
with respect to historical facts in order to main- 
tain the system of the 1260 years. 

These arguments I offered to a Reviewer in 
the Christian Guardian ; who, while he admitted 
that I had " disposed of the arguments in favour 
of the mystical interpretation, added, that I had 
" not brought forward any evidence of its being 
erroneous," I therefore suggested these consi- 
derations, as furnishing direct evidence of the un- 
soundness of the mystical interpretation; but, 
while I believe them to be true, and sufficient for 
that purpose, I was so far from considering that 
the " chief strength" of my argument lay in any 
one, or in all of them put together, that I intro- 
duced them, by saying, " It seems to me that 
" where the question is simply, whether certain 
" words are to be taken literally, the whole bur- 
" then of proof lies upon those who depart from 
" the literal interpretation ; and that the literal 
" interpretation is fully established by simply dis- 
" posing of the arguments in favour of any 
" other."* 

Under the second of the six heads, I cer- 
tainly said, as you have quoted, " Familiarly as 
" even the most superficial readers have now 

•Sec. Enq. p. T4. 
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" learned to talk of the 'prophetic stjle' of a * day 
" for a year,' I believe that any such interpre- 
" tation of the prophetic period of Daniel (or any 
" other pei-iod) was altogether unknown by the 
" Jewish Church before the Christian aera — by 
" the Apostles of our Lord — by the primitive 
" church — by the fathers — in short, that no man 
" ever thoug^ht of interpreting; the days mystically, 
" or that any period of 1260 years was marked 
" outduring-(tosaythe very least) the first twelve 
" centuries of Christianity."* And, speaking 
more laxly in reply to a writer ^vho had called 
the opinion which I maintain, a "new conceit," 
] asked, " can he mention a writer from the days 
" of St. Paul to those of Wickliffe, who has main- 
" tained that days stand for years, either in sym- 
" bolical prophecies, or in any other part of Scrip- 
" ture."J 

On this you remark, 
" Let him that casts a stone at another, be sure that 
*' he himself is without aia. Mr. Maitlund has repre- 
" hended Mr. Frere for making a general assertion like the 
" above ; saying, p. 149, ' 1 cannot help wishing, that, on 
" points which almost preclude the possibility of certain 
" knowledge, writers would nae more measured language. 
" I do not believe that Mr. Frere meant to say what was 
" faUej but certainly he stated what if is scarcely possible 
" that he should know to be true,' This reproof to Mr. 



• Sec. Enq. p. 77. 
{ Sec. Eiuj. p. 35. 
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" Frere we retort upon Mr. Maitlajid. But we do more : 
" Mr. MaitlKnd has not brought forward any examples iji 
"justification of his reproof ; we produce the following in 
" vindication of our retort.*' 

I am convinced, Sir, that no one but your- 
self would consider the cases as paraUel. My re- 
mark, which you have quoted, was called forth by 
Mr. Frere's assertion, that a certain interpretation 
was "on the most satisfactory historical evidence 
" UNIVERSALLY ADMITTED." On this I ex- 
pressed the wish which you have quoted, adding*, 
" I say this with no wish to censure Mr. Frere ; 
" but because I see that one expositor after 
" another copies these broad, unqualified, asser- 
" tions, without examination ; and thus error ac- 
" quires the stability, from having assumed the 
" confidence, of truth. I have considerable doubt 
" whether it can be said of any interpretation, of 
" any symbol in Daniel or the Apocalypse, that it 
" is universally admitted ; certainly it cannot be 
" said of this onej" and I added, in a note, the 
names of thirteen tvriters who had opposed the in- 
terpretation in question. \Vhatyou mean there- 
fore, when you say that 1 have "not brought for- 
" ward any examples in justification" of what you 
are pleased to call my " reproof," I really do not 
know. Do you mean, that I ought to have 
printed all that those thirteen authors had written 
in opposition to the interpretation ? or did you 
mean your readers to suppose, as I think they 
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must, that I had made no reference to any au- 
thority in support of my assertion, that the inter- 
pretation was not universally received ? 

Now, in the other case, which you call " like 
the above,^ I said, " I believe that any such inter- 
" pretation was unknown," &c. and, in reply to 
the writer who called my opinion a " new con- 
ceit," I asked, " can he mention a writer," &c. 
Surely these passages contain nothing more than 
a profession of my belief y that the mystical inter- 
pretation had not been held by any writer during 
the periods mentioned ; and, if I am shewn to 
have been wrong in that belief, I cannot be fairly 
charged with exaggeration, or the dogmatical 
assertion of what is untrue. 

To proceed, however, to the ** examples'* 
which you produce in vindication of your retort. 
''Ambrose," you say, " is unexceptionable au- 
'' thority against Mr. M aitland. On Rev. xi. he 
" says," &c. Surely, Sir, you do not mean to main- 
tain that the Commentary on the Apocalypse 
which you quote, was written by St. Ambrose? 
If you can tell when, or by whom it was written, 
I believe you know more of the matter than any 
other man living. It is rather too much to bring 
forward so triumphantly, a work so notoriously 
spurious.* 

♦ Dupin says, " The Commentary upon the Revela- 
tions is a very late author's. He speaks of the Lombards, 
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You adil, " how Jerome interpreted tiie 
" three days and a half we know not; but all the 
" early copies of the Vulgate have a very concise 
" interlinear gloss, whicli, if not Jerome's, is very 
" old; the gloss over the three days and a half 
" writes, ' tres amios et dimidium' (three years 
" and a half)." " If not Jerome's ?" Why, who 
in the world ever supposed, that the interlinear 
gloss was St. Jerome's, and on what authority do 
you throw out the suggestion ? If you did not 
know how St. Jerome interpreted the days, would 
it not have been as well either to have enquired, 
or to have said nothing about him ? I believe, 
indeed, you might have read all his writings that 
are extant, without finding the interpretation for 
which you contend. As to the interlinear gloss, 
as it is not St. Jerome's, so also it is not "very 
old." The point in dispute is, whether the in- 
terpretation was maintained by any writer before 
the twelfth century — or, taking it in its utmost 

and cites St. Gregory. Tbe naine of the right author of 
this commentary has been foand at the end of an Oxford 
manuscript, where it is attributed to Berengandus, whom 
. Dionjsius Carthusianus cites with Bede and Uaimo in his 
Commentary npon chnp. x. of the Revelation." Ecc. Hist, 
cent iv. vol, [i. p. 232. — ■'* Qnisnam fucrit iste Berengan- 
dus, an Berengnrius (uti vaJt Balteus) an alius qnifpiam, 
non satis liqnet," says Cave (vol. i. p. 215) and if he is only 
known by bis being thus mentioned by a writer of the fif- 
teenth century, his antiquity becomes the more suspicious. 
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laljitude^ before the days of Wickliffe — and the 
interlinear gloss^ which is not oldar than the end 
of the eleventh century,^ is so far from being 
** yery old/' that it is almost as modem as it can 
be^ to be brought forward in the dispute at all. 
I must, however, go farther, and suggest a doubt 
whether the word^ which you quote, actually 
fonned a part of the original interlinear gloss, and 
whether they were not interpolated at some period 
subsequent to its publication. This, at least, i^ 
certain — that in five manuscripts out of six in the 
Bodleian Library, whidi contain the interlinear 
g)oss, the words which you quote are wanting ; 
and there is no gloss whatever on the words, 
" post dies tres et dimidium."t 

Nicholas de Lyra remains. His Postilla, 
you say, " were written more than two centuries 
" before the Reformation." What if they were ? 
a careless or ignorant reader might suppose that 
you meant to use the word, " Reformation," as 
equivalent to **the days of Wicklifie," for the latter 
expression has been hitherto used, and not a word 



* " Auctor ejus est Anselmus^ ecclesise Laudunensis 
Scholasticns et Decanus^ qui circa fihem seculi ondecimi^ 
et sub initio daodecimi, vixit.'^ Bib. Sac. Le Long et Mascb. 
P. 2. vol. III. p. 354. 

1 1 say this is certain, for I believe the accuracy of 
the learned librarian, Dr. Bliss, who kindly consulted the, 
manuscripts at my request, and furnisbed me with this in- 
formation, will not be disputed. 

D 
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has been sakl about the '• Reformation." Perhaps 
you were aware that Wicklifl'e was in bein^ be- 
fore the Postilla of De Lyra were published. 

To what then do the "examples," so trium- 
phantly introdiifed, amount ? A Commentary, 
which you boldly asssert to be the work of St. 
Ambrose, but of which nobody but yourself pre- 
tends to know either the author or the date — a 
part of the interlinear gloss, which, if genuine 
may fairly be said to belong to the twelfth cen- 
tury, but which ia, in fact, wanting in five manu- 
scripts out of six — and a Commentary of De 
Lyra, which was not published until the four- 
teenth century, and some years after the birth of 
Wickliffe. 

This is really a very poor assortment, and I 
feel that there is not much generosity, or self- 
denial, in making yon a present of a writer older 
than any of those whom you have quoted — and 
the only one that I know of, who thus interprets 
the three days and a half. Primasius, with this, 
and many more curious interpretations, is at your 
service. 
■• But I must really ask you — for, though you 

say, that these examples " sufficiently refute" me, 
I cannot help feeling some doubt — can you se- 
riously imagine, that the examples which you 
have produced, do invalidate the force of my ar- 
gument ? You say, immediately afterwards, " Mr. 
" Maitland, in fairness and consistency, grants 

I i 
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^ that aU the times mentioned in the Apocalyps^ 
^ inmt follow one and the same general rule of 
" interpretation ?" Well then, Sir, did not " fair- 
ness," (I wish I could add " consistency") require 
that you should tell your readers that the authors 
whom you quoted thougiit diflferently ? that they 
did not " follow owe and the same general rule" in 
interpreting the times mentioned in the Apoca- 
lypse ? and that, though they put a mystical in- 
terpretation on the three and a half days, in Rev, 
xi. yet not one of them thought of making the 
1260 dat/Sf 1260 years ; or " that any period of 
" 1260 years was marked out?" 

Surely, Sir, instead of being refuted, my 
{Statement is substantially confirmed by the fact, 
that, with all the good will in the world, you 
have been able to bring forward only the exam- 
ples already considered ; which if they prove me 
guilty of verbal inaccuracy (and this is doubtful) 
do not touch the main question ; which is, whe- 
ther the church of Christ, before the twelfth cen- 
tury, knew anything of that interpretation which 
makes the 1260 days into yearsy or had any idea, 
that such a period as 1260 years was marked out 
in the prophecies. 

You will remember, that my object in mak- 
ing the statement, which you have attempted to 
controvert, was to meet the common assertion, 
that, ** in the prophetic style, a day means a year." 
I ai^ed that, if such was the case, it was strange 




that it was uukiiuwn to tlie Jewish cliuri:li, be- 
fore the Christian aera — to the apostles — to the 
primitive church — to the fathers — to all writers 
before the twelfth century, because it might be 
reasonably supposed, that some of those classes of 
persons understood " the prophetic style" quite 
as well as we do — that they did, you cannot deny, 
and actually concede in terms. You say, " we 
" may grant to Mr. Maitland, that ' they under- 
" stood the prophetic style quite as well as we 
" do.' " p. 515. It was for this point, that I 
was contending; and if they did, and yet knew 
nothing of the 1260 years, surely the argument, 
in favour of that interpretation which is drawn 
from the " prophetic style," falls to the ground. 

You add, " We now, in our tuni, beg to ask. 
" Mr. Maitland, ' can he mention a writer, from 
" the days of St. Paul to those of Wicklifte, who 
" has maintained, that'the three days and a half 
" are to be interpreted literal days ?' " 

If, by " maintaining," you mean the enter- 
ing into an argument, in defence of any opinion, 
1 answer, that, to the best of my knowledge, no 
writer, before the days of Wicklifte, has ever 
maintained, that the three days and a half were 
to be interpreted as literal days ; and this I take 
to be a strong proof, that the literal interpretation 
was not supposed to require any defence, but was 
taken for granted. I believe, that the text in 
question was commented on by very few writers. 
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during the period which you have named ; but it 
is surely reasonable to suppose, that those who 
conceived of the individiinl witnesses, prophecying 
during- 1260 natural days (and I know of no 
writer who thought otherwise), and who should 
then be literally slain, and rise from the dead, 
did also understand the three days and a half, 
during- which these witnesses should be dead, as 
natural days, unless they explicitly stated the 
contrary. As, however, you threaten the total 
subversion of loy hypothesis, unless I mention 
some writers who have expressed their opinion, 
that the three days and a half meant natural days, 
I will mention three ; and I know of no others 
(except those already mentioned*) who have ex- 
pressed any opinion at all. 



* I am not sure that these (except Anselm) might not 
fairly be added. The writer, cited as Ambrose, acknow- 
ledges that the days may be literal, and brings forward his 
mystical interpretation as if he was more than half-ashamed 
of it; confessing, that he knew not what to sny, and only 
eaid this for the sake of saying something, — " Hoc &\ se- 
" cnndum historiam implealur, hominibus quidem igno- 
" turn, Deo auteni nola sunt omnia. Poi^sumus autem et 
" nos huio ListoritP apiritalem intelligentinm adjungere. 
" Sed temerarium mdelur Ulam hisioriam quam intelligitiius 
" ipiritalibus sensihut vette adornare. NuUam qaippe do- 
" mum extra positi, interias ornare valemos. Sed ne om- 
" nino taceumus, pauca dicamus. Possumus per tres dies et 
" dimidium, tres annos et semis intelligere quibus it duo 
" jirophel^ iirtcdicaturi aunt ; per monumenta vero mentea 
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Lactantius says of Antichrist, with evident 
reference to this passage, " Hie pugnabit adver- 
" sus prophetam Dei, et TJncet, et interficiet eum, 
" et insepultum, jacere patietur. Sed post diem 
" tertium reviviscet, atque inspectantibus et mi- 
" rantibus cunctis, rapietur in ccplum."* 

Andreas Cfesariensis says, " Posteaquam, 
" inquit, tot dies extincti jacuerunt quot annos 



" reproboriUH.'' From this it is clear liiat he uadeistood 
the 1260 dajs of the witnesses literally, and when he calls 
it " historiam quam intelligimus,*^ I think we may iafer, that 
he considered the primary meaning of the words to be li- 
teral days. Snch was undoubtedly the opinion of Nicho- 
las de Lyra ; who, notwithstanding that he snggests the 
mystical fulfilment in the person of Sylverjus and Menna, 
admits, that itwasgeaeraHy supposed to refer (comma niter 
esponitar) to Enoch and Elias, and expresses his own belief 
that it would in their cose be literally fulfilled. " Per trea 

dies ; scilicet naturales et partem quarti die!" 

et post dies tres et dimidium gpiritus vits, &c. 

quia resuscitabuntur, et ad ctelestia transferentur in testi- 
monium veritatis subb prsdicationis. Et h<ec expositio 
magis concordat literas quam prcecedens. Utraque tamea 
pole&t dici literalis, &c. And, after explaining and giving 
examples, he adds, " Sic autem est in proposito duplex sen- 
SUE literalis. Et unus est impletus in Sylverio Papa et 
Menna Dei Servo, qui fuerunt figure Enoch et Helix, et 
alius implebilur in Enoch et Helia cui magis concordat li- 
tera, nt visum est, et perfectius in iis implebitur, propter 
quod de ipsis est sensus principaliter intentus." 



' De lita Beata, Lib. VII. ch. s 
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" vaticinati fuerunt, nimirum tres cum dimidio, 
" denuo surrexerunt."* 

The author of the commentary ascribed to, 
Victorinus Pictaviensis, says, "Hos ergo prophe- 
" las ab eodeiu (sc. Antichristo) interfici inani- 
" festat Apocalypsis, et quavta die resurgere, ne 
" quis Domino sequalis inveniatur."t 

I trust that these references may be suffici- 
ent to save my hypothesis from entire subversion, 
thoug-h 1 do not see how ; and 1 really feel that 
some apology is due to any reader who may have 
accompanied me through this long explanation, 
and who may probably, and not unjustly, think 
that, so far as regards the main question, it is of 
very little importance. You proceed — 

" If he cnntiot, as we Ifaink it will prove, bis whole 
" hypothesis is subverted by the following simple argu- 
" muiit. Mr. Maitland, in fairness and consistencj, grants 
" UiHt all the times mentioned in the Apocalypse must fol- 
'* low one and the same general mle of interpretation ; 
" and he argaes at some length, p. 26, that the dead bodies 
" of the witnesses (Rev. xi. II) shall lie unburied three 
" literal days and a half. Now we request Mr. Maitland 
" lo inform us, what portion of time we may reckon as half 
" a day ;{ Tor one man tells us it is twelve hoars, another 



♦ Bib. Patr. I. 1568. t Bib. Patr. I. 577. 

i Ebrardns, in his book against the Waldenses, gives 
the following advice — " Sed ixnia modis omnibns inimicos 
" crucis Christi debemas aggredi, non solnm rationes, aut 
" argumenta, praftendamus ; sed nt obmutescant, sallem 
" qiiasdem queestiuncalas proponamus pueriles, Tutior est 
" enim semper intcrro^'ans, quttm ratiocinans, ant re- 
" spondens." 





" l«IIe us it is six ': But if we, as Eoglishmen, are at some 
" Io£s in answering the question, a Grecian would be ut- 
" terly confounded. To the Creelta, such a term, or such 
" a division of lime, as half a day, has never been known 
" in its literal sense. They had subdivisions into natchea 
" and hours, but a broken portion of a day they have al- 
" ways reckoned, and do even now reckon, for an entire 
" day ; as medical men are obliged by the laws of nature 
" lo do in fevers, Ac. among ourselves. It is on this mode 
" of reckoning, and this only, that we can explain our 
" Lord's lying three days and three nights in the heart of 
" the earth : for he only rested in the grave the latter part 
" of Friday, the whole of Satnrday, and ^uri of Sunday; 
" yet it is eallpd three night-days. This solitary expression, 
" therefore, Rev. xi. 9 — 11, the Apoetle who wrote the 
" book, and every Grecian ivho read it, must have under- 
" stood symbolically, and interpreted three years and a 
" half; because, if interpreted literally, as three natural 
" days and a half, they would be unable lo give it any 
" definite meaning at all." 

With regard to what you say respecting' the 
half day, it appears to me too childish a cavil to 
require any serious answer, especially as you im- 
mediately get rid of it yourself in such a sum- 
mary Wiiy. It is, indeed, a " simple argument," 
and comes with peculiar absurdity, from the 
champion of a party, who oimnot agree among 
themselves as to " what portion of time we may 
" reckon as half a" year. I must, however, no- 
tice the couclusion which you draw, because it 
appears to me lo give some insight into your way 
of interpreting Scriptiu-e, and to account for your 
holding the opinion which you profess — at least. 




I presume that yon adopt that mode of inter- 
pretatiou which you suppose the apostle to have 
pursued. First, you assume that the apostle and 
all the Grecians, were resolved to give some " de- 
fiuite meaning" or other to every phrase which 
they met with in the Scriptures; and secondly, 
that, in pursuance of this resolution, when they 
met with any phrase to which they could not give 
a " definite meaning" if taken literally, they al- 
ways interpreted it symbolically. "They must" 
you say, "have understood symbolically;" and 
this, " because, if interpreted literally," they could 
give no "detinite meaning." I know that this 
is the way of some commentators,* and I presume, 
from your argument, that it is your own ; though 
I doubt, whether it was the way of St. John and 
all the Grecians. Supposing, however, that it 
was, I do not understand why, when they found 
that they must understand symbolically, they also 
found that they must understand days to mean 
years. According to your account, St. John and 

* Something like tbis(asl have already' shewn) seems 
to have beeti the prai^tice of th« aathor whom you cite as 
St. Ambrose. '- Ne omnino taceamas pauca dicamus." 
tt is sad to tbink how many pages of commentary have 
f>een written on this principle. The real St. Ambrose, 
whatever example he might set, could have given such 
writers very wholesome advice. He says, " Coinplures 
vidi loquendo peccatnm incidisse, vix quenquam tacendo. 
Jdeoque tacere nosse, quaiii loqui, difficilius est." 
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allthe Grecians, ai^ued "thus ;" we cangfye this 
" phrase no definite meaning, if we take it literal- 
" ly — ergo, it is to be understood symbolically — 
" ergo, the word days means years." But why not 
hours, or weeks, or months, or centinies P Had 
they a preconceived system, which nothing but 
years would suit; and without which, a period of 
three days and a half would have been perfectly 
intelligible ? 

" Having thus shewn," yoa say " that Mr. 
" Maitland cannot maintain his position, even if 
" we concede that an appeal to early authority is 
"a conclusive test, we proceed," &c. Surely, Sir, 
you must know that I never represented it as 
"conclusive" in any way; and it is difficult to 
imagine, that you could think you were repre- 
senting ray argument fairly. 

You go on to say — 
" We now proceed lo shew, tliat in Ihis question of 
" interpreting prophetic timee, Ihe opinion of the early £&• 
" thers IE of no aothority whatever. After appealing to liie 
'^ primitive church, Mr. Maitland says, p. 77, ' I know 
" that this proud age looks with pity or contempt on all 
*' that have, preceded if ; and snch a reference to the unvary- 
" ing (which we have just proved to be not ' unvarying') 
" interpretation of the Christian chnrch may only provoke 
" a smile. Still, notwithstanding the march of intellect, I 
" cannot help thinking that there were some among the 
" various classes which I have specified, who understood 
" tlje prophetic gtyle quite as n-cllae we do.' — This is a kind 
" of appeal which has great influence over many; and we 
" are aware tliiil such persons will be greatly slariled, when 
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^ we assert, in the most positive terms, that these primitive 
*' Christians could not have understood the prophetic times. 
** That they should have understood them it is impossible to 
" allow, for the following reasons. It will at once be grant- 
** ed, that no duty is more frequently enjoined in the New 
** Testament than that of watchfulness ; and it will also be 
'^ granted, that the uncertainty of our Lord's coming is made 
*y the great motive for watchfulness. Such is the case in 
^ the various addresses of our Lord; as Matt. xxv. 13: 
** * Watch, therefore, for ye know neither the day nor the 
" hour wherein the Son of Man cometh.' It forms the bur- 
** den of the Apostolic exhortations; as I. Tfaess. v. 2, 6 : 
<< ' The day of the Lord so cometh as a thief in the nighf 

•*' therefore, let . us . watch and be sober.' And it 

^^ forms the concluding admonition to the Gentile Church 
** (Rev. xvi. 15) : ^ Behold, I come as a thief. Blessed 
^* is he that watcheth and keepeth his garments.' Now it 
** is not a matter of speculation or probability only, but it 
** ish clear self-eviitent truth, that just in proportion as the 
^^ primitive fathers understood the correct interpretation 
*^ of the prophetic periods, just in the same proportion 
" would this chief motive for watchfulness — namely, un- 
<' certainty — be removed ; and because we do maintain 
" that their watchfulness was constant, and that therefore 
*' this great motive for watchfulness, the uncertainty of our 
*^ Lord's coming, was in full operation, we do also main- 
" tain that they could not by possibility have understood 
" the prophetic times. Understand these times in either 
"way, make them days or years, they could not have 
" known either their commencement or their period ; for 
" any knowledge of this kind would have removed the 
" uncertainty of the day of the Lord/" 

I dare say, Sir, that some of your readers 
were, as you anticipated, ^"greatly startled" at 
your asserting-, in the*' most positive terms," that 




the "primitive christians could not have understood 
the prophetic times." Surely, yon must have al- 
ready forgotten your " simple argument," which 
stands on the very same page. Why, I thought 
St. John, and all the Grecians, must have under- 
stood that the three and a half days were years ; 
but, perhaps, it was only just conveniently in that 
one place that they must have understood days to 
mean years. 

I perfectly agree with you, however, that the 
primitive church did not understand any snch 
prophetic times as you contehd for; and, that if 
they had done so, it would have prevented their 
watchfulness. 

On the contrary, 1 believe they expected 
that the second advent of Christ might take 
place during their own life time ; but, not with- 
out such warning as might shew to those who 
Were waiting and watching, that it was imme- 
diately coming on. The sign to which the apos- 
tle pointed the Thessalonians was, the Apostacy, 
und the revelation of the man of sin; but I do 
not find that he gave any opinion how soon that 
event might happen, or, how speedily it might be 
followed by the coming of Christ. I believe that 
the primitive church considered the revelation of 
the man of sin, as an event that might take place 
on any day—as you say, " for aught they knew, 
to-morrow" — on the removalof something which 
they knew to be an obstacle to that revelation ; 
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and that they did not know, or pretend to know, 
how soon after that revelation the second advent 
tiiig'lit take place. In this too, I believe they 
were right; and if their opinion had continued 
in the church, instead of being; supplanted by the 
doctrine of a period of 1260 years, (the termina- 
tion of which almost all expositors have placed at 
some period beyond the probable life-time of the 
generation fo which they belonged,) the church 
would have been in a state of greater watchful- 
ness than it is, or, for many centuries, has been. 

But I proceed to what is more important — 
you say, 

" These oonsMerations bear with equal force, bat in an 
" opposite scale, on our own times. For as Ihe watchful- 
" ness of Ihe primitive churches was kept alive by the pos- 
" sibilitjofhisspeedy coming, resulting from its Tatceriainti/ 
" — since that which might be at any timei might be, for 
" aught Ihey knew, to-raorrow, — so now the same waloh- 
" fulness can only be kept alive in os by a sense of the 
" cerioinly of his speedy coming, while we know not the day, 
" nor the hour, and by the possibility of its being even to- 
" morrow. And SHch we say, from onr own knowledge, 
" is the practical result of the two modes of interprela- 
" lion ; for all those who interpret tbe 12611 days as the 
" Papal period are kept in constant watchfulness, because 
" they believe that ' the time^ of the Gentiles' are nearly 
" nm oat, and the coming of the Lord draweth nigh." 

Here is a plain matter of fact, on which I 
willingly join issue ; the rather, because it refers 
to a very important pari of the subject, which has 




liot been iioticed so iully as it deserves to be. 1 
scarcely know how to believe that you caji mean 
to say, that "all those who mterpret the 1260 
" days, as the papal period, are kept in constant 
" watchfulness" yet such are your words ; and, 
taking them with every possible restriction, I am 
at a loss to understand them. By " all those who 
interpret," I will not suppose you to mean the 
great body of the Clu-istian Church, who tacitly 
acquiesce in that interpretation, because it lias 
brought .such a congestion of Gothic kingdoms 
and Turkish Sultanies — such debate, and strife, 
and controversy upon the subject, that they do 
not pretend to interpret the matter at all. I will 
understand only those who may more strictly be 
■ caHed interpreters — tliosewho have written on the 
subjectj and, even then, as it would be absurd to 
suppose, that you could mean to assert, that 
Mede and Whiston, Bishop Newton and Bishop 
Uurd, were " kept in constant watchfulness." I 
will still fartlier restrict it; and suppose you to 
speak only of living authors, or of those who in- 
terpret, to the exclusion of those who have inter- 
preted. 

From some writers, then, who probably (and 
as far as I know actually do) belong to that class, 
1 will give a few extracts; and they are all the 
writers of that class to whose works T have at 
present the opportunity to refer. 

Dr. Nicole, if I understand his paper, 



which is in the same number of the Morning- 
Watch with your article, does not think that the 
faithful can see the purification of the Sanctuary 
etfected before the year 1846, or 1847. No. III. 
Morning Watch, p. S6S. 

Mr. J. A. Brown, according to the " ScrijK 
ture Lines of Time," stitched up in the same 
number of the Morning Watch, appears to main- 
tain that the " Duration of the four Tyrannical 
Empires" will extend to A. D. 1917. And so far 
is he from supposing that the Christian Church 
is kept in constant watchfulness, that he says, it 
is "evident, tliat by the world at large, and perhaps 
" equally so by the Christian public, those events, 
" which, divested of their figurative language, 
" must in other words, imply the dissolution and 
" destruction of the present continental and Papal 
" powers, are still wholly unexpected, and occupy 
" but little place in their thoughts" p. 3. 

Mr, Faber says, "unless I be altogether 
" mistaken in my estimate of prophetic chrono- 
" 'ogy, the seven times of the Gentiles will ex- 
" pire in the year 1864, and immediately after- 
" wards, that is to say, in the course of the single 
" year, which is the most probable measure of 
" Daniel's time of the end, or St. John's short 
" period of the seventh A pocalyptic vial, the 
" event, or series of events, symbolically described 
" as the coming of the Son of Man, with the 
" clouds of heaven, to destroy the irreclaimable 
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'* Anti-christian faction, will occur." Sac. Cal. 
I. 253. 

Mr. Cooper, if I understand the chart pre- 
fixed to his " Crisis/' does not expect the " period 
introductory to the Millennium" to begin till 
A. D. 1867. 

Mr. Fky says, " tlie end of the present dis- 
" pensation, and the blessed tera of the Redeem- 
" er's coming may, from these proplietic numbers, 
" be pointed out as to take place either within 
" forty-five years of a. d. 1843, i. e. in the year 
•* 1888 ; or withiu forty-five years of the year 
" now ensuing", 1828, a. d. 1873, or the memo- 
" rable 2300 days expiring in 1843, may be found 
" to have included all ; and within the short space 
" of sixteen years from this present time, the great 
" and dreadful day of the Lord have come." 
Epocha. p. 30. 

Mr. Gauntlett says, " upon the hypothe- 
" sis stated above," (and I believe it is that which 
he adopts) " it will be seen that the fall of popery, 
" or, at least, the commencement of its speedy 
" and rapid fall, will synchronize with the year 
" 1866." Second Edit. p. 146, on Rev. xi. 1,2. 

Mr. J. J. Holmes speaks of "the beast 
not being destroyed before 1866." Fulfilment 
of the Rev. displayed, p. 428. 

Br. NiBLOCK, in a work which he entitles 
" Sober Thoughts on Prophecy," published in 
1828, mentions it as one reason for fixing on 
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A. D. 666, as a date, that " it allows an interval 
" to elapse between the present time and the 
" Millennium, sufficient to accomplish, by ordi- 
" nary means, without the aid of miracles, the 
" great works of education and evangelization, 
" which are now begmi." p. 32. 

Mr. CuLBERTSON, in his " Dissertation on 
" the origin and termination of the Antichristian 
'* Apostacy," appended to his Lectures on the 
Prophecies of St. John, published in 1818, says, 
speaking of the Popes, " the true sera of their in- 
" vestiture is not to be taken from that date, but 
" from tlie time in which they were first recog- 
" nized iis sovereigns by a foreign power ; and 
*' as this was done by the minister of the king 
" of France, in the year "40, if to that date we 
" add the 1260 years, it will bring down the cal- 
" culation to the year '2000 : which places the 
" termination of the Antichristian Apostacy, in 
" the same year with Daniel's 2300 prophetical 
" days. Many persons have been looking with 
" very sanguine expectations, for the downfall of 
" papal tyranny and superstition, at a more early 
" period than the close of the twentieth century. 
" But independent of what is suggested by the 
" prophetical times, we have been considering, 
" I have only to request that they would consider 
" the present state of the world, and say, if there 
" be any rational probability, that all the lefts, or 




" impediments, to the prosperity of the church, will 
" he miicli sooner removed?" vol. ii. p. o70. 

Mr. CuNiNGHAME Says, "Three different 
" numbers are mentioned ; the first is, a time, 
" titnes, and a half, (i,e. the 1260 years)=— the se- 
" cond miinher is twelve hundred and ninety days 
" — and the third is thirteen hundred and thirtj- 
" five days ; and in both of the last numbers, the 
" days being prophetical, are to be taken for years. 
" It is now agreed by most writers on prophecy, 
" that the three numbers all begin together ; that 
" the second contains a period of thirty years, over 
" and above the first, and the third a further term 
" of forty-five years beyond the second. It is 
" evident, that the end of the last period of thir- 
" teen hundred and tliirty-five is to be a time of 
" great blessedness ; and it probably introduces 
" the full glories of the Millennium after the bind- 
" ing of Satan." p. 262. And, if I understand 
his system, these 1335 years do not run out before 
A.D. 1867. 

Captain Maii'land, in his "History of the 
" Beast of the Apocalypse," says, " If this earth- 
" quake relate to the revolution in France, (as 
" indeed appears most certain,) the necessary 
" consequence is, that the 1260 years, the time of 
" the witnesses prophecying in sackcloth, must 
*' have terminated during that ti'ansaction." p. 62. 
And having thus stated that the period of 1260 
years ended in the French revolution, ho adds, 




' Daniel has given lis three distinct periods of 
' time, for the express purpose of enabling us to 
' ascertain, first, the dnration of the papal domi- 
" nion; secondly, the reign of the infidel king'; 
'■' and thirdly, the commencement of that glorious 
" Bera, the true golden age of the world, when 
'* there shall be but one fold under one Shepherd. 
" Of the first of these periods he declares, that, 
" before the time should be accomplished in which 
" the holy people should be scattered, (in other 
" words, in which the saints should be given into 
" the hands of the horn, and the witnesses should 
" prophesy in sackcloth,) there should be 1260 
" years. He then carries us on thirty years fat- 
" ther, and this is the reign of the infidel king, 
" At the close of this period, the Beast tliat as- 
" cendeth out of the bottomless pit, and the false 
" prophet, shall be cast into the lake of tire. After 
" which, he brings us to the 1335 years (forty-five 
■' years beyond the thirty) ; and now the three 
" empires, the Babylonian, Medo Persian, and 
" Macedonian, (which long before had lost their 
■' temporal dominion,) lose also their character as 
" beasts, beiug each of them converted to chris- 
' tianity. Dan. vii, 12. From this moment, the 
" happy reign commences which is to last a thou- 
" sand years." p. 65. 

Mr. Mason, in his " Essays on Daniel's 
" Prophetic Number of -2300 Days," published in 
" 1820, says, "Daniel's 2300 years, commencing 



" with the 70 weeks in the 457th year before 
" Christ, will terminate a.d. 1843, when the 
" sanctiiary shall be cleansed from popish aborai- 
" nations. This is 24 years before tlie Millenninm 
" begins ; and during- that period, the church will 
" be prepared for entering- into her state of pros- 
" perity and peace. These conclusions are not 
" the effect of human contrivance; but tliey are 
" forced npon us by the numbers themselves, 
" viewed in that arrangement in which it is ne- 
" cessary to consider them." p. SD. 

Surely, Sir, you will not pretend to say, that 
those who make such statements as these, can be 
in a state of "constant watchfulness" for the 
" speedy coming of Christ ?" That they have 
" the same watchfulness" as those who conceived 
that it " might be for aug'ht they knew to-mor- 
row?" No, Sir, it is by statements such as 
these that the church is laid asleep. It is ahsurd 
to talk of any man's being- kept in constant 
watchfulness for a certain event, by a certain 
opinion, if that event cannot possibly happen 
without falsifying his opinion, before the year 
1843, or 1866, or 1873, or 1888, or 1917, or 
1 920, or 2000. The writers whom I have men- 
tioned, so far from considering the advent of 
Christ as an event which might take place, " for 
aught they knew, to-morrow," (though some of 
thehi might not pretend to say how much later 
the advent of Christ might be) could all join in a 



g;uaraiitee to tlie world that if tlieir systems are 
correct, it cannot happen for thirteen years ; and 
each according^ to his own system mig^hf extend 
that g-uarantee to 16, 30, 4d, 58, 87, 90, and 170 
years.* 

If "much confusion exists in my mind, 
" respecting symbols aud language," you will not 
be surprised to learn that I do not fully under- 
stand, or so far as I do understand, quite agree 
with, what you have written on the subject. 
" Tf," you say, "Mr. Maitland considers thatsym- 
" bols and figures, so far from being synonymous, 
" are opposite processes, it may extricate him 
" from his present confusion;" and your mean- 
ing, when yon call ihem "opposite processes," is 
I presume to be gathered from what yon had just 
before said ; " an emblem or symbol foreshews in a 
" lower kind or degree, the future actions of an- 
" other, in higher kind or degree ; and symbolical 
" language only declares in like manner, that 
" which cannot be acted. Figures, on the contrary, 
" accumulate the attributes of something higher, 
" in kind or degree, for the purpose of ennobling 
" and exalting that to which they are applied ; 
" aud figurative language the same." 

X really cannot make out any meaning from 



* To some of these numbers, which are calculated as 
the times when their 1260 years will expire, it is obvious 
Ibat TS years might be added. 




these words which is not clearly untrue. Whefi 
you speak of " figures," as distinguished from 
" emblems," from " symbols," and from " figura- 
tive language," I cannot imagine that you can 
mean any thing but what is meant by the word 
"figure" in the Scripture; where it signifies a 
type, or representative ; but I cannot suppose that 
you mean to say that Adam, " wlio was the^^WT-c 
of Him that was to come,"* ennobled and exalted 
Him whom he represented, by accumidating the 
attributes of something higher in kind or degree : 
or that " the holy places made with bands whieli 
were figures of the true,"-)- ennobled or exalted 
the true sanctuary. And when you add " the 
same of figurative language," surely you do not 
mean to afiirm that St. John ennobled and ex- 
alted the Pharisees, when in "figurative language" 
he called them a " generation of vipers ?" — or 
that Isaiah ennobled and exalted those watchmen 
whom he called "blind," by " accumulating the 
attributes of something higher in kind or degree," 
when, in figurative language, he called them 
" dumb dogs, that cannot bark, sleeping, lying 
" down, loving to slumber, yea greedy dogs which 
" can never have enough ?" 

I am afraid, Sir, that you have been seduced 
into an attempt to make something which should 
pass for a " canon of interpretation ;" and if I 

« Uom. V. H. ■ t HcIj. ix, U. 
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might without offence venture a word of advice, 
I would caution you against undertaking that 
species of manufacture. It is one that requires a 
great deal of management, and at the best is very 
hazardous. Canons of interpretation read very 
well, when properly arranged, in elementary 
works ; but as far as I have observed, they are of 
very little use in controversy. The reason of this 
I believe is, that most canons of interpretation are 
either simple truisms, such as common sense would 
suggest to every reader of any reflection whatever, 
or else fallacies, more or less occult in proportion 
to the skill of those who framed them, and con- 
trived either to evade some plain truth, or to sup- 
port some preconceived opinion. 

Be this, however, as it may, I will not decide 
that your canon of interpretation has no meaning 
because I cannot understand it ; but I will proceed 
to what appears to be perfectly intelligible, though 
plainly erroneous. 

You say — 

" The symbol is made to act the thing signified, as far 
" as possible ; yet as times cannot' be acted, they must be 
" declared. When the symbols are beasts, whose terra of 
^^ life is short, there would be an incongruity in giving long 
^^ periods (like 2300) in years ; which gives still farther 
**' propriety to the term, days, employed. In interpreting 
<' the vision, we must make the same change both in the 
" symbol and in the times of the symbol : we must transfer 
" the character of the symbol to the thing signified, and we 
" must translate the symbolic words into words suitcible to 





" the thing which the symbol denotes. A li this seems to 
" us so very plain and obvious that we wonder how anj 
" one can think otherwise. Nor is there any difBcully in 
" ascertaining when language is sj-mbolical, and when not ; 
" for the symbolical language always forras part of the vi- 
" sion, and is often expressed in an unusual and not in Ibe 
" ordinary manner."' 

In this you appear to me to state two thiogs 
very dogmatically, which are altog-ether unlrne. 
First, that in symbolical visions the times, or pe- 
riod, of the vision cannot be acted ; and must be 
declared. Your meaning-, if I understand it, is, 
that in a symbolical vision the actions, or events, 
which are predicted, may be foreshewn by syjOr- 
bols, but that, when it is also the object of a sym- 
bolical vision to foreshew periods of time, those 
periods cannot be foreshewn by symbols, but must 
be declared in words which you call symbolical 
language. But, undoubtedly, the visions of Pha- 
raoh, and his butler and baker, were symbolical 
visions, in wliich periods were declared by the 
symbols, and not by words ; and those visions 
clearly shew, that periods of time are as capable 
of being foreshewn by symbols as any thing else. 
" The seven good kine are seven years, and the 
" seven good ears are seven yeaes."* " The 
"three branches are three days." "The 
" three baskets are three DAys."t 

As to there being au " incongruity in giving 
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long periods (like 2300) in years," you seem to 
forget that you are merely begging the question ; 
and, assuming that the period is 2300 years, the 
incongruity, if tliere is any, arises from i/our mode 
of interpreting, and not from mine ; but I have 
no wish to press it; for it seems to me quite ab- 
surd to talk of incongruities, when we see how 
physical realities are disregarded in the symbol- 
ical beasts. When a beast rises out of the sea, 
compounded of a leopard, a bear, and a lion, it 
seems to me very hard to decide what may be his 
probable period of existence! 

Secondly, you say, " we must translate the 
symbolic words;" assuming that when periods of 
time are declared in words, those words are what 
you term st/mbolic ; by which I understand you 
to mean figurative, or denoting something which 
they do not literally express. " Nor," you add, 
*' is there any diflSculty in ascertaining when lan- 
" guage is symbolical, and when not; for the 
" symbolical language always forms a part of the 
" vision, and is often expressed in an unusual, 
" and not in the ordinarj', manner." You also 
say of Mr. Irving- — ^"He means, (though we are 
" ashamed of being obliged to explain what la 
•* already so plain,) that, as the times are inserted 
" to give the period of the symbolical beasts of the 
" vision, you must either understand both literally, 
" or both symbol ically." p. 510. 

Now surely, Sir, Nebuchadnezzar's vision of 
the tree was a symbolical vision, and the words 




declaring' the period of the vision, formed a part 
of that vision. The Watcher and the Holy One 
said, " Let seven times pass over him." Dan. iv. G. 
If these were symbolic words, Daniel does not 
seem to have known your rule of interpretation ; 
for after explaining- what was meant by the sym- 
bols, (which is what, 1 presume, you mean by 
" transferring tlie character of the symbol to the 
thing" signified,") he did not g^o on to "translate 
the symbolic words" at all, but in his interpreta- 
tion used the very same words — " seven times shall 
pass over thee." verse 25, The same words, too, 
untranslated, and unaccompanied by any circnm- 
stance on which to ground a pretence that they 
were symbolical, were ag^iin used, in the midst of 
plain languag^e, by a voice from heaven, chap. iv. 
32. I apprehend. Sir, that this canon of inter- 
pretation is not worth more than the other. 

When you say that " the most cursory exa- 
" mination will convince us that days will not 
" answer to any of the circumstances of the vi- 
" sion," you should rather say, to " your inter- 
pretation of the vision," and then we shotdd 
agree perfectly. I know that, in order to support 
your system, you are obliged to get rid of the days, 
and to mysticise all the periods; and that is one 
reason which, by itself, leads to a suspicion that 
your system is not well founded. If the vision 
begins with Alexander, and runs beyond the time 
of our Lord, no doubt it must last more than 230O 
days; and "i/the time is connected with the last 



i 



4^ 

" Antichrist, 2300 days cannot be extended back 
" to Jerusalem's destruction." All this I grant 
most cordially, and without hesitation ; but wlieu 
you say—" In chap. xi. tlie apostle John is com- 
" manded to 'rise and measure the temple of God,' 
" which, bringing him into contact with this vi- 
" sion, plainly shews that it commences with his 
" timesj" I must beg leave to differ. Would you 
say — "In chap, xxxvii. the prophet Ezekiel is 
'* coumiaiided to prophesy to the dry bones, which, 
*' bringing him in contact with this vision, plainly 
" shews that it commences with his times." 



You add — 
" But Mr. Maitland nnder^nds these numbers to de- 
" note only 'a. period of 1360 natural days' (First Inq. p. 2), 
" and perceiving the expediency of endeavouring to under- 
" stand the vision also lilerally, be lalionrE in the Second 
" Fnq. p. 16, to bring a literal interpretation of the two 
" witnesses within the verge of probability. But a leas 
" EuccessFul attempt we have seldom seen : for these two 
" (fitnesses of God, who are said to prophesy in sackcloth, 
" lie by bis Lterality converts into the most tremendous 
" scourges of mankind, ' killinginfallibly all who attempted 
" to hnrt them '■ — ' terrible and invincible to a world groan- 
" ing beneath the torment for three years and a half — 
'' 'groaning in hopeless misery nnder plagues like those of 
'' Egypt' (p. lT)i All this needs no comment, and snlfi- 
" cienlly shews the absurdity of endeaiouring to interpret 
" symbols literally." 

Really, Sir, your remarks sufficiently shew, 
not merely the absurdity, but the danger, of de- 
parting from the plain letter of Scripture. You 




48 

have so familiarized yourself with your own iitta- 
ginations, that when the plain Word of God is 
brought before you, you are half inclined to treat 
it as nonsense. One would really think you had 
never read the scriptural account of the two wit- 
nesses. Do I " convert them into the most tre- 
mendous scourges of mankind;" or does the 
Word of God declare that they shall " have power 

*' to SMITE THE EARTH WITH ALL PLAGUES, 

" as often as they will?" I did speak of their 
*' killing infallibly all who attempted to hurt 
" them )" and is it not written, " If any man will 
" hurt them, fire proceedeth out of their mouths, 
" and devoureth their enemies ; and if any man 
" will hnrt them, he mnst in this manner be 
" killed ?" I did speak of " the world as groan- 
" ing in hopeless misery, under plagues like those 
" of Egypt ;" and does not the Scripture describe 
the plagues of the last-days as similar to those of 
Egypt J and declare that "these two prophets 
" TORMENTED thoso that dwelt on the earth." 
Rev. xi. 5, 6, 10. Surely, / have not " converted" 
them into scourges; I grant tlifit the language 
which I have quoted is not applicable, and its 
meaning must be fairly got rid of before it can be 
applied, to the Old and New Testaments, or John 
Huss and Jerome of Prague, or the pne-christian 
and post-christian Church, or the Waldenses and 
Albigenses, or any of the variety of persons, or 
things, which have been made to fulfil the pre- 
, diction of the witnesses — but it is the Word of 
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God, and he who tampers with it must mind 
what he is about. 

Yoii add — 

'' 0(liers> following out Mr. Mnitliind's principle, have 
" carried literal iiilerpretatiou into all parts of the Apoca- 
" lypse ; and expect literal ungels ; a literal dragon, whose 
" tail shall sweep down the literal stars of heaven; a \i- 
" teral woman, with a crown of literal stars, and the moon 
" literally under her feet ; and all such like absurdities." 

I wish you had mentioned the names of these 
writers, with references to the parts of their works 
in which the interpretations which you have spe- 
cified are to be found. Perhaps you will feel that 
I had a right to expect this. 

You proceed to say — 
'• The coming of the Lord is now generally inquired 
" into : many believe it to be near at hand : Satan trembles 
<* for his usurped dominion : he will do his utmost to dis- 
" credit the -belief in the advent, and to discourage the 
^' study of those prophecies from whence alone the signs 
t' and tokens of the approaching day of the Lord can be 
" ascertained. When be cannot pretnil to the extent of 
" wholly destri>ying the iiuth in the second advent, his next 
" endp-avour is to poitpono it as long as possible ; and when 
'' he can get good and pious men to throw suspicion and 
" doubt over those interpretations of the Scripture, which 
** lead to expect the speedy return of our Lord, and lull the 
'* watchfulness necessarily consequent on such an expec- 
♦' ialion, this is a master-stroke qf his policy." 

This, I believe ; aud I apprehend that the 
system of the 1260 years, has been one great in^ 
Btrument employed for the purpose of throwing 
the chri-stian church into b. state of securitv. 



■Fifst, it has actually fixed a period, before whicll| 
(if it is correct), the second advent of Christ, 
cannot occur. This period has been shifted for- 
ward as occasion has required ; and, as I have 
already said, I know of no writer, of the present 
day, who thinks that it can take place, in less 
than thirteen years from the present time ; while 
the greater number of interpreters, put it off to a 
much more distant period. Secondly, in attempt- 
ing to make the language of the prophecies, suit 
the history of their various periods of 1260 years, 
interpreters have brought, upon the subject of 
unfulfilled prophecy, such a chaos of matter — 
such controversies about historical facts, which 
are unknown, or oliscure, to most readers — such 
bold defiance of common sense, in interpretations 
required by system — such strife and wrangling— 
that christians have been very naturally (I ac- 
knowledge very unjustly) led to consider the 
study of unfulfilled prophecy, as a matter better 
let alone. 

You add — 
" A^in iroold we press it on Mr. Maitland, aad 
" entreat hiui, with all eamestnesB and sincerity, to beware, 
" lest, in pursuing whnt he thinks only a critical enqoiry, 
" he may be forwarding the work of Satan." 

May 1 ask how you know in what light I 
view the pursuit in which I am engaged ? You 
say, that you have never seen me; and I think I 
have not said in any part of my pamphlets, that 
I consider, an enquiry, into the grounds on which 
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the prophetic period of Daniel and St. J[ohd| 
has been supposed to consist of 1260 year^-;as 
"only a critical enquiry." Believe me, Sittp.,! 
look upon it as something very diflferent, or I 
would never have undertaken it. I am, as you 
observe, " a clergyman of our own church ;" and, 
since the day when I devoted myself at her altar, 
I should have felt it a sin to spend so much time, 
and labour, on anything which was " only a cri* 
tical enquiry." But I then promised, that I 
would " be ready, with all faithful diligence, to 
" banish and drive away all erroneous and strange 
** doctrines, contrary to God's word ;" and, while 
I believe the doctrine of the 1260 years, to be 
not only erroneous, but most pernicious — not only 
false in itself, but the grand support of false in- 
terpretation, I feel bound to use every means in 
my power, to banish and drive it away. He 
who conceives that the enquiry is " only critical," 
must be ignorant, not only of its extent^ but of its 
bearing. 

And now. Sir, allow me to make one or two 
remarks with reference to your concluding para- 
graph. You say, " the coming of the Lord is 
** now generally inquired into, and many believe 
" it to be near at hand ;" and I presume that you 
are one of that number. Suffer me then to turn 
your attention to the injunction which the apostle 
grounded on this belief. I do this, because^ 
though I pretend to no authority of reprehension^ 
(for to your own master you must stand or kX\i) 



yet I feel it a duty to remind you, of what you — 
and I wish. I could say you only — seem to have 
foFgotten. St. Paul said, " let your modera- 
" TION be known unto all men, the Lord is at 
" hand." By " moderation," I do not suppose 
the apostle to have meant the sufferance of false 
doctrine ; and, therefore, I do not advert to his 
words, in order to deprecate the severity of criti'- 
cism, or the full exposure of my errors if I am 
wrong. I believe that he meant rather to ex-' 
press, and to enjoin, the calm and subdued 
demeanour, which should characterize that ser- 
vant, who knows his place in his master's house, 
while heis standingwith his loins girt and hislamp 
burning, waiting for his Lord ; as distinguished 
from the unsteady elation of that servant, who says 
" my Lord delayeth his coming," and sets to work 
to beat his fellow-servants — or struts up and 
down the house, under the mastery of his intem- 
perance, mimicking the gait and language of his 
Lord. " Our severest reprehension" — 
" WE forbear," Really, Sir, I knownotwho 
you may be ; but I cannot believe that you have 
any more aiithority to reprehend me, than I have 
to reprehend you; and 1 suspect that you have 
over-rated your own importance. Certainly yoii 
have mistaken me altogether, if you think that I 
should be prevented from "giving utterance to my 
sentiments," by the " severest reprehension" of an 
anonymous critic in a magazine. You may per* 
suade your readers, most of whom have probably 
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never seen my pamphlets, that I have said what 
I did not say, and then triumphantly knock to 
pieces your own men of straw ; or you may select 
one or two points which you think vulnerable, 
and tell your readers that they are " the chief 
strength" of my argument; but what in the 
world can your " reprehension" signify to me ? 
Indeed I know not what I have to fear from any 
man. The worst that he can do, is to shew that 
I am wrong ; and if any man does this, I trust 
that God will give me grace to receive it as a 
benefit. If he does it like a christian, so much 
the better for both parties — if in any other way, 
the benefit will still be mine ; and the sin and 
shame will not lie at my door, but at his. I think 
I have sufficiently shewn, on this, and on former 
occasions, that I am willing to meet any objec- 
tions which may be made to the opinion which I 
maintain, from whatever quarter they may pro- 
ceed, and in whatever tone, and temper, they may 
be offered ; and should you now see fit, either to 
vindicate such of your statements as I have im- 
pugned, or to answer those arguments which you 
have not yet noticed, I shall feel it a duty to give 
my most patient, and deliberate attention to your 

reply. 

I am, <&c. 

S. R. MAITLAND. 



Edward Powxb, Printer, Westgate Street, Gloucester. 



Jiut Published, by the same Author ^ 

An Attempt to Elucidate the Prophecies con- 
CERNiNG Antichrist. — 8vo. Is. 



>^^Ri 



i 



